
According to Morris Janowitz, the officer corps is com-
posed of heroic leaders, military managers, and military
technologists. The heroic leader represents the warrior tradi-
tion of military service; he is the embodiment of the “martial
spirit and the theme of personal valor.” While the heroic
leader generally sees military service as a way of life, this is
not the case with the military manager, who tends to be con-
cerned mainly with the practical, concrete aspects of war-
fare, such as how to mobilize a nation’s resources for war.
The military technologist’s outlook is very similar to that of
the military manager. Indeed, he is neither a practicing sci-
entist nor a practicing engineer, but rather “a military man-
ager, with a fund of technical knowledge and a quality for
dramatizing the need for technological progress.” Examples
of each type of officer in the US tradition are Curtis LeMay,
the heroic leader; George Marshall, the military manager;
and Hyman Rickover, the military technologist.1

A Shifting Balance in the Military

The story of the American military profession during the
first half of this century has been one of struggle between the
military managers and the heroic leaders for control of the
military establishment.2 But in the nuclear age, the rising
importance of technology and the changing role of the mili-
tary transmute the military establishment into a “con-
stabulary force,” in which the struggle between manager and
leader tends to be resolved by a fusion of the two types into
a single, hybrid role model.3

To be successful, Janowitz maintained, this modern mili-
tary establishment must be controlled by military managers,
but its top leadership must include a “leaven of heroic lead-
ers” whose primary responsibility is to keep alive the fighter
spirit that must permeate military organizations. This warrior
spirit, in the words of Janowitz, “is not easily defined; it is
based on a psychological motive, which drives a man to seek
success in combat, regardless of his personal safety.”4

The dominant military managers share responsibility with
the heroic leaders for sustaining the fighting spirit. The mil-
itary managers, Janowitz wrote, must ensure that the military
profession projects a martial image and must help the heroic
leaders instill the warrior spirit in the next generation of
young officers. As the most influential members of the mili-
tary profession, the military manager also must see to it that
the proper balance is maintained among military managers,
military technologists, and heroic leaders, for an effective
military establishment requires the dedicated services of all
three types of officers.5

Janowitz, obviously, is dealing here with clear, black-
and-white distinctions that are rarely found in the real world.
Yet, his analysis has value, for before we can reasonably dis-
cuss the shades of gray that comprise the middle ground, we
must define the ends of the spectrum with which we are deal-
ing. Once defined, the extremes become vantage points from
which to evaluate current trends affecting the American mil-
itary profession.

Viewing the US military profession today from the per-
spectives offered by the Janowitzan model of the officer
corps, we can conclude that it seems to be losing the essen-
tial balance among the three types of officers that must be
maintained under the overall guidance of the dominant mili-
tary manager. The balance is being disrupted by several fac-
tors that are eroding the respect traditionally accorded the
heroic leader within the military profession; with his decline
comes a deterioration of the warrior spirit he embodies.
These factors are the all-volunteer force, a civilianization of
American military institutions and activities, an overempha-
sis on management, and an enthrallment by technology.

17

The Professional Soldier and the Warrior Spirit

Lt Col Donald R. Baucom

The balance among the three archetypes of the professional soldier in the United States—the heroic leader, the manager- and the technolo-

gist—-has shifted relentlessly to the latter two. The shift has been prodded with the advent of the all-volunteer force. It is the consequence as

well of a progressive civilianization of the US defense establishment—manifest both in the replacement of military men with civilians and the

displacement of military men from their traditional roles. Finally, it reflects an enthrallment with technology that seems to be aiming at the

complete mechanization of warfare. If we are to have the military establishment needed to fend against an ever more dangerous global envi-

ronment, we must urgently rediscover the focus of the military professional and find ways to restore the warrior-leader to the position of honor

traditionally accorded him.
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The Impact of the All-Volunteer Force

In keeping with the tradition of American civil-military
relations, the all-volunteer force (AVF) isolates Americans
from the standing military establishment they have distrust-
ed since seventeenth-century English immigrants to the
colonies brought with them a fear of Oliver Cromwell’s New
Model Army. Under the AVF concept, no one is forced to
serve in the military: marketplace incentives are used to
attract enough volunteers to sustain the military at the pre-
scribed strength. While the AVF has isolated American soci-
ety from the military, it has exposed many of the military’s
essential institutions to the eroding influences of our com-
merce-oriented, individualistic society.

To draw sufficient numbers of recruits to the AVF, the mil-
itary adopted an advertising campaign that portrays the mili-
tary as an attractive way of life. Advertisements that scarcely
hint of the hardships of military life stress good times, adven-
ture, travel, job training, job experience, pay, and fringe bene-
fits. As one TV commentator noted during an evening net-
work news program: “The Army does what everyone who has
something to sell does. It advertises, and it’s difficult to tell
whether it’s maneuver time or Miller time.”6

The AVF recruiting campaign leads young people enter-
ing the military to expect conditions that correspond to civil-
ian life. Recruits consider themselves party to a contract
binding the military to give them the jobs, the training and
the civilian-like lifestyle they believe they were promised by
recruiters and advertisements.7 All too often, military life
does not live up to their expectations. Two things result: a
high percentage of enlistees do not complete their first enlist-
ment, and military establishments are forced to change in an
effort to meet recruit expectations.

In their effort to keep recruits content, the armed forces
have civilianized much of military life. The Army aban-
doned the early morning rite of reveille and began selling
beer in mess halls and living quarters. Soldiers and airmen
who still live on military bases seldom reside in open-bay
barracks, and frequently in motel-like quarters with two or
three people per room. A substantial portion of the new
enlisted force is married and resides off base. These latter
changes tend to undermine the camaraderie that is an impor-
tant bonding element among combat-ready soldiers.8

In addition to undermining the concept of military service
as a way of life focused on preparation for war, the AVF
brings with it social problems that drain the energies of offi-
cers. Associated with the increased reliance on women under
the AVF concept is the necessity for officers to deal with
such matters as sexual harassment, pregnancy, joint spouse
assignments, and women assigned to jobs for which they
may have insufficient physical attributes. Furthermore, there
are the inescapable social problems associated with male
recruits who come all too often from the lower socio-
economic strata of American society and tend to be poorly
educated, have low mental qualifications, and are at times
alienated from the society they are expected to defend.

Having been forced to recruit like a business and there-
fore attracting people motivated by marketplace incentives,
the military naturally drifts toward the management practices
used by private industry. For example, flex time, job enrich-
ment, participatory decision-making processes, and coworker
standards are some of the management concepts that enjoy at
least some degree of support or use within the US Air Force.9

Hints that these problems and practices are detracting
from the effective functioning of military organizations can
be found here and there in our professional literature.10 In a
“can do” organization, such as the military that stresses get-
ting the job done regardless of obstacles, hints are likely to
be the proverbial tip of the iceberg. How serious must a sit-
uation be for a commander of a ship to declare his vessel
unfit for sea duty?

In the all-volunteer force environment, then, officers must
devote more time and effort to coping with the AVF, and less
time to the study of their profession and to the preparation of
their units for war.11

An officer who views his tasks primarily in terms of man-
agement and the motivation of industrial workers is not likely
to be as frustrated by an atmosphere in which self-satisfaction
as opposed to service is stressed, for modern management the-
ory focuses on people who are motivated primarily by person-
al gain. But what of the heroic leader? Will he not feel alienat-
ed, perhaps betrayed, in an environment where service, sacri-
fice, and a sense of duty are no longer emphasized? Will he not
see efforts to cope with the AVF, and the AVF itself, as obsta-
cles that hinder his efforts to make his unit combat ready?12

Civilianization of the Defense Establishment

Having discussed the trend toward civilianization of the
military way of life under the influence of the AVF, we now
turn to a second form of civilianization in which civilians
replace or displace military personnel.

Today, the US Defense Department employs about one
civilian for every two military personnel in the regular armed
forces.13 This widespread use of civilians turns the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) into an organization that attempts to
achieve its purposes using two distinct groups of people with
widely divergent value systems.

Generally, DOD civilians are governed by marketplace
considerations. They are paid by the hour and must be paid
overtime for work beyond the eight-hour day or forty-hour
week. Many civilians are unionized, which means that at
least some of their work conditions are defined in union con-
tracts monitored by union stewards. On the other hand, mil-
itary personnel are supposed to be governed by the military
ethic, which places service to their organization above per-
sonal gain. There are no limits on the duty hours of service
members, and they are paid a flat salary, regardless of the
hours they work. There are no military unions.

Unusual situations develop when these two groups are
cast together in the same organization. At times a civilian
and a uniformed service member will be working side-by-
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side, doing the same task but receiving different pay. Over-
time tasks frequently must fall to the military member, since
funding ceilings often preclude paying the extra money for
civilian overtime. There is also the interesting situation in
which civilians, who have more relaxed standards for dress
and appearance, are responsible for enforcing military stan-
dards on uniformed personnel who work for them.

Under conditions such as these, it is difficult to preserve
a concept of military service as a way of life based on a sense
of duty and a spirit of personal sacrifice for the good of the
mission. Military personnel are in constant contact with
civilians who work “eight-to-five” days with no disruption to
their weekends. What do military men feel when they have
to work on weekends? What thoughts pass through the
minds of’ voting soldiers and airmen who are subject to rel-
atively strict military discipline when they note that civilians
can have a union steward present when they are “counseled”
for substandard performance? Do enlisted men accept the
idea that compensatory time is a fair exchange for overtime
work that civilian coworkers do not have to perform? How
does one who considers himself a combat leader feel in an
organization that is one-third civilian? How does he keep
such a situation from eroding the military ethic that is central
to his concept of military service?

While some civilians are physically taking the place of
military men, others have been displacing military men in
strategy-making and in the defense decision-making process.

Invasion of Academics and
Systems Analysis

This civilianization trend is largely the consequence of
changes set in motion by World War II. Prior to 1945, mili-
tary affairs were of little interest to civilian scholars and intel-
lectuals. However, the advent of nuclear weapons to warfare
and America’s status as the only nation capable of opposing
the expansionist drive of the Soviet Union, both hallmarks of
the post-World War II era, inspired unprecedented interest in
national security affairs in the civilian academic community.
“Social scientists, economists, natural scientists, and mathe-
maticians all began to apply their special expertise to the rel-
evant dimensions of national security.” 14

Civilians moving into the area of strategy-making met lit-
tle resistance from professional military men. Most senior
officers in the postwar period were heirs of a tradition that
discourages men in uniform from taking an active part in the
politics of formulating national policy; they thus tended to
shy away from strategy-making and to concentrate on the
execution of policies handed down from civilian superiors.15

While academicians were beginning to monopolize the
development of strategy—all the more so via the postwar
proliferation of “think tanks” vying for government funds—
systems analysts were winning important, if not dominant,
roles in the DOD decision-making process. Systems analysis
got its start in military affairs during World War II and
steadily increased in importance, becoming a basic decision-

making tool during the McNamara years, when the number
of systems analysts employed at the Office of the Secretary
of Defense (OSD) level increased fifteenfold.16

In the decision-making process, systems analysis can be
used as an alternative to experience, which makes it espe-
cially valuable in such realms as nuclear war and the devel-
opment of radically new technologies where experience may
be lacking. To be sure, systems analysis is useful also as a
complementary tool of analysis in matters such as conven-
tional warfare, where experience is available and is largely
the possession of the heroic leader.

Certainly combat experience and systems analysis are not
mutually exclusive factors in the decision-making process.
Yet, as has been posited by retired Lt Gen Daniel Graham,
USA—himself  a veteran of the high-level decision-making
process—systems analysis, combined with management
training, has become a primary path to the top for officers.
General Graham has remarked that the key to promotion for
senior officers is the ability to “shepherd a weapons program
through the Defense bureaucracy, get it into the budget, and
defend it before the Bureau of Budget and the Congress.
Such ability, he wrote, “involves considerable skill in apply-
ing cost-effectiveness and systems analysis techniques.”17

The overall impact of these two forms of civilianization-
—the replacement of military men with civilians and the dis-
placement of military men from their traditional roles in
strategy formulation and defense decision making—has
been to undermine the authority and standing of the heroic
leader. His judgment based upon combat experience is sub-
ject to challenge by systems analysts. His warrior ethos is
eroded by constant interaction with civilians who permeate
the defense establishment. The warrior ethos is being sup-
planted by the ethos of management.

Leadership and Management:
Differences in Values

Is leadership distinct from management? Members of the
military profession have been arguing this issue, in one form
or another, for years. The title of a 1975 article by Gen
Lucius D. Clay tells us that “Management Is Not
Command.”18 On the other hand, a 1979 Air Force publica-
tion informs us that efforts to distinguish among manage-
ment, leadership, and command are “usually a waste of
time”: management is a generic term that also subsumes
command and leadership.19 Yet, the journal, Military Review
considered the matter of leadership sufficiently important to
devote its entire July 1980 edition to the subject, and in the
lead article Gen Edward C. Meyer, then Army chief of staff,
stated: “Leadership and management are neither synony-
mous nor interchangeable.”20

What is the basic issue here that could provoke such
divergent views? Could it be that the military managers who
run our armed forces have failed to maintain the vital martial
image of the military and the crucial balance among military
technologists, heroic leaders, and military managers? Could
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it be that those who see themselves as heroic leaders are
responding to a perceived overextension of the influence of
management?

It seems clear that there has been a substantial increase in
the emphasis on management in the armed forces since
World War II. The McNamara years stand like a watershed
in this respect. During the period from 1961 to 1969, military
and business structures became almost identical, especially
at the upper organizational levels. In the case of the Army,
one book states that it “moved ever closer to the modern
business corporation in concept, tone, language, and style.”21

The siren voices of management have resounded in the
Air Force as well. The traditional inspection by the
Inspector General has now become a “Management
Evaluation Inspection.” Terms such as battle management,
battle manager, levels of management, resource manage-
ment, weapons inventory, weapons systems, and manage-
ment by objective proliferate throughout the Air Force. Such
management functions as budgeting and productivity
improvement are pushed down to the lowest operational
level—the traditional domain of the heroic leader—where
they compete for the commander’s time and energy, often at
the cost of essential and time-honored command functions.

Quite frequently, when these matters are discussed, those
who would distinguish between management and leadership
are told that the issue is merely one of semantics, that there is
no substantive difference between the terms. What this con-
veys is that the various schools of management have co-opted
into their language paradigm the terms traditionally used to
describe command and leadership, making it linguistically
impossible to distinguish between leadership and manage-
ment. Thus, a good manager is defined as being also a good
leader, and a good leader is required to be a good manager.

In fact, the linguistics difficulties may be the key to the
underlying issue that fuels the debate. Words not only denote
things and processes; they also carry connotations to which
we all respond in one way or another. Furthermore, our words
are indications of thought patterns that affect the way we per-
ceive situations and the way we act in response to these situ-
ations. As psychologist Julian Janes has written: “Let no one
think these are just word changes. Word changes are concept
changes, and concept changes are behavioral changes.”22

Let us explore for one moment the different connotations
of the two major words in the debate: lead and manage. To
lead has clear connotations of influencing behavior by exam-
ple, by being out front, by going before: to “lead the way, to
go in advance of others . . . to be at the head of, command,
direct.” It is the old idea of the officer who is out in front of
his men, literally in the case of the bomb group commander
leading his group in its first attack on the enemy’s home
industrial base. In exercising leadership, the commander
must at times compel his followers to undertake actions that
may not be in their own best interest.

On the other hand, there are aspects of management that
have clear connotations of manipulation, administration, and
supervision. The manager convinces people that they should

do what the manager desires because it is in their best inter-
est: the desired behavior may lead to rewards such as
advancement, increased pay, higher status, and so forth.23

The difference is validated by the mental images derived
from these connotations: while one can easily visualize a
person managing a large organization from some remote
central point, it is more difficult to picture that person lead-
ing this group from a remote location, for leadership implies
proximity and visibility to those being led.

Surely, then, some distinction is at work between the gen-
eral concepts of management and leadership. The two are
both value-laden and have the power to evoke different emo-
tions, different spirits. As the words of the various man-
agement schools and concepts come to permeate the military
milieu and replace the more traditional terms associated with
leadership and command, the temper of the military profes-
sion changes. The heroic leader like Patton looks at a diffi-
cult situation fraught with unknowns, such as the invasion of
North Africa, and says: “Wars are only won by risking the
impossible.24 The military manager examines his
Lanchestrian equations, determines that the odds are strong-
ly against him, and does not take the risk.

Unfortunately, the transition in the outlook of the US
military profession seems well advanced—a fact which sub-
stantially explains the increasing criticism heaped upon the
profession. Steven Canby’s words are typical: “The study of
war has all but atrophied in the United States. The best
minds in the US military have become managerial and tech-
nical experts; but they have not studied their own profes-
sional discipline.”25

Another indication of this shift in the balance between
military managers and heroic leaders is a significant trend in
the military awards and decorations policy. When this writer
was commissioned in 1962, medals for heroism dominated
the medals worn by our nation’s military men. Six awards
recognized battlefield heroism and combat service. There
were only four decorations for meritorious service or
achievement. While no new award has been added in recog-
nition of combat feats, six new medals for outstanding
achievements or service are now available to military per-
sonnel. There are now ten medals that one can earn for
peacetime managerial-type accomplishments.

Unquestionably, our leaders were pursuing a worthy goal
when they sought to provide more recognition for important
peacetime achievements. Unfortunately, these new decora-
tions have the unforeseen and undesirable effect of lowering
the visibility and distinction of the heroic leader. If present
trends continue, at some time in the future we may find that
our most decorated military men never have seen combat.

Technology and the Heroic Leader

A major factor in the ascent of the military manager has
been the steady increase in the importance of technology in
warfare. Generally, it is the military manager who keeps the
military abreast of technological changes. He tends to be less
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tradition-bound than the heroic leader and therefore more
receptive to innovation.26

America is a technologically oriented society. We have a
long tradition of substituting machines for people in our pro-
duction efforts. Moreover, our nation is deeply imbued with
Western humanism, which emphasizes the worth of the indi-
vidual and the sanctity of human life. The increasing impor-
tance of technology in wars of the twentieth century, and the
relatively low American casualty rates of World War I and
World War II, could scarcely escape our notice.

In keeping with our national character, the general belief
has taken root that machines should be substituted wherever
possible for people on the battlefield, ensuring us of victory
with minimum loss of human life. We tend to lose sight of
the well-trained men of courage who must operate the
machines in the hectic environment of battle.27

Although we still vaguely remember that generalship is
the key to getting men and machines to the right place at the
right time, we seem bent on replacing generals with computer
programs and data banks. Thus, the real thrust of computer-
ized command and control developments seems to be the
complete mechanization of warfare. Men are to be reduced
largely to drones that convey the instructions of one machine,
the computer, to another set of drones operating other
machines that fight the battles. Fighting men and their heroic
leaders become largely superfluous in this approach to war.

The impact of this view of war obviously is to raise the
stature of military technologists and military managers who
are responsible for developing, procuring, and sustaining
the wonder weapons of war. The importance of warriors and
heroic leaders, as we have noted, is diminished.28 “Oper-
ating a console in an air-conditioned electronic listening
post becomes equivalent to facing a T72 tank with a hand-
held missile.”29

There is a second and even more beguiling way in which
modern technology has tended to undermine the heroic
leader’s status in today’s military establishment. The advent
of  nuclear weapons has made it appear to many that war is
outmoded and that military establishments exist only to deter
war. As Bernard Brodie wrote some three decades ago:
“Thus far, the chief purpose of our military establishment
has been to win wars. From now on its chief purpose must be
to avert them. It can have almost no other useful purpose.”30

This “deterrence mentality” has led to a schism in the
officer corps. A substantial number of officers, perhaps even
a majority, believe that “peace is our profession”—that the
military does exist only to deter war. This attitude contrasts
sharply with the view of the heroic leader who continues to
maintain that the military profession focuses on combat: in
peace the soldier prepares for war, and in war he marches
toward the sound of the guns.31

While deterrence mentality calls into question the heroic
leader’s central place in our profession’s social structure, the
importance of  the technology upon which deterrence is based
raises the status and authority of the military technologist and
the military manager. Nuclear deterrence is directly related to

a given weapons complex, the so-called Triad of land-based,
airborne and sea-based nuclear systems. Obviously, for those
who see deterrence as the primary mission of the military, the
scientists, technicians, and managers who ensure the contin-
uing readiness of the deterrence force overshadow in impor-
tance the heroic leader who spends his time preparing his unit
for what will be required should deterrence fail. When peace
is your profession, those who would prepare for war appear
outmoded and perhaps even dangerous.32

Protecting an Endangered Species

As a consequence of the post-World War II developments
that we have discussed, the balance among military man-
agers, military technologists, and heroic leaders has been
badly shaken. As these developments erode the status of the
heroic leader and his warrior spirit, the function of the offi-
cer comes increasingly to be viewed in terms of management
and technical activities.33

Sensing that it is losing its vocation which has tradition-
ally centered on the heroic leader who is the master of the art
and science of war, the military profession has sought to pre-
serve its martial image by proclaiming the existence of the
“fusion role model” predicted by Janowitz. As the Air Force
personnel plan for 1975 put it: “The military professional is
typically viewed in three roles—as a leader, manager, and
technologist—in optimal balance, providing for the
well-being of our nation’s defense posture.”34

But the fusion role model is not working. Its elements
evoke behavioral patterns that are too disparate to be mas-
tered effectively by the vast majority of officers. It is not the
fusion role model but the realities of military service in the
1980s that are shaping the attitudes and actions of today’s
generation of young officers.

Only about 15 percent of all members of the Department
of Defense are engaged in uniquely military functions
today.35 What advantage is there in belonging to such a
minority when there are clear indications that success comes
to the technical specialist and the manager who can effec-
tively handle top-level staff responsibilities?36 Already with-
in the Air Force there are indications that support functions
have more prestige among junior officers than line func-
tions.37 And a “senior Pentagon aide” has proclaimed pub-
licly: “The era is over of flamboyant combat heroes rising to
the top of the military. The military is no longer going to win
the budget game through image and authority. The brass are
going to win it by knowing their stuff and knowing how to
present it.”38 It appears that the heroic leader is becoming an
endangered species.

Given that the balance among military managers, military
technologists and heroic leaders is vital to an effective mili-
tary establishment, and recognizing that the balance has been
undermined by post-World War II developments in the US
military profession, what actions might we consider to cor-
rect current trends?
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Recruiting Pressures of the
All-Volunteer Force

The nation seems unlikely to return to a draft in the near
future. Therefore, we must find ways to reduce recruiting
pressures that undermine our ability to focus on war-fighting
attitudes and skills. Could these pressures be eliminated by
establishing a civilian organization similar to the Selective
Service System and charging it with the responsibility for
recruiting? Such an organization would return local involve-
ment to the process of procuring defense personnel and
would take the armed services out of an activity marked by
scandals and litigation that have tarnished the military’s
image in the post-Vietnam era, a delicate time in American
civil-military relations.

Socialization of the Officer Corps

Can we do more to socialize the young men and women
whom we bring into the officer corps? Are the curricula of
our service academies appropriate, or have they become so
inclusive of various academic disciplines that they have lost
their focus on the profession of arms? Are cadets and mid-
shipmen now more concerned with majoring in a marketable
academic discipline than with preparing themselves for a
lifetime of service in the profession of arms?39 Is Officer
Training School long enough and does it include enough
indoctrination into the customs, courtesies, and traditions of
the military profession? Do we demand enough of our
ROTC training programs? Are senior officers devoting
enough of their energies to “bringing along” the next gener-
ation of officers?

Language of the Profession

Should we not be more careful about the way in which we
talk and think about the military profession? Why should we
abandon perfectly good traditional terms like Inspector Gen-
eral Inspection just because replacement terms sound more
modern and up-to-date? The use of military phrases and
words like Gen Bennie L. Davis’s “officership”40 could end
the military’s dependence on management terminology to
describe the officer’s duties and activities.

At least one effect of the wide use of management lan-
guage has been a breakdown of the distinction between the
military profession and civilian occupations. Using tradi-
tional military terms in describing military functions should
help restore a sense of the military as a unique and special
profession. Tradition can be overdone, but properly used it
provides continuity with a rich past and a guide in an uncer-
tain future.

The Prestige of Combat Decorations

Can we find some way to restore the prestige of combat
decorations? Would it be possible to withdraw the more
recently established defense awards for meritorious service
and achievement and replace them with decorations like the

Distinguished Service Medal and the Legion of Merit?
Could we separate the combat-related decorations and their
peacetime counterparts on uniforms, for example, over the
left and right breastpocket, respectively? Failing this, could
we perhaps increase the precedence of awards for combat
service so that the top four awards for valor (Medal of
Honor, Distinguished Service Cross, Silver Star, and
Distinguished Flying Cross) would outrank all noncombat
awards except perhaps the Distinguished Service Medal?

A New Approach to Civilianization

In an effort to restore and nurture a sense of uniqueness
and service in uniformed members of the defense establish-
ment, can we find some organizational pattern that separates
DOD civilians and the military? One scheme that might be
considered is a gradual civilianization of organizations that
contain fewer military personnel than civilians. Conversely,
in those organizations where the uniformed service members
are in the majority, civilians would be replaced gradually by
military personnel as the former retire and transfer. This
process would have the effect of making civilian supervisors
responsible for function accomplishment through a civilian
work force and leave officers and NCOs with responsibility
for purely military units. It would reduce friction between
the military way and the civilian way, each of  which is valid
and appropriate within its own context.41

Revival of the Line and Staff Categories

Can we find a way to revitalize the traditional distinction
between line and staff officers? Perhaps we could include in
the line-officer category all aircrew members and those who
serve in the combat branches and are likely to be involved in
combat or close combat support. Staff officers would be the
remaining officers, with the exception of chaplains, veteri-
narians, physicians, dentists, and legal personnel, who would
comprise a special third category.

Once the line and staff distinction is redrawn, various
measures would be used to make service in the line more
attractive and prestigious. Among the measures that might
be considered are providing distinctive accoutrements for
uniforms, granting special survivor benefits for line officers
who die in the line of duty, and awarding one and one-half
years promotion list service time for each year in a line posi-
tion after the first five years of line service. Furthermore,
only those who had served the first 20 years of commis-
sioned service in the line would be eligible for 20-year retire-
ment. Finally, a selection process might be devised that
would limit the number of staff officers permitted to transfer
into line service. The idea of all of  this is to make the line
something of  an elite corps; it would be difficult to enter and
easy to leave.42

There are hopeful signs on the horizon. Here are two such
signs: For some time now, efforts have been underway to
reform the curricula of the professional military education
schools at Maxwell Air Force Base. More emphasis is being
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placed on the art and science of war, especially at the Air
War College. This effort is making headway and is receiving
considerable support from the top Air Force leadership. In
the US Army, there continues to be a spirited dialogue over
the importance of heroic leaders and the things the Army
should do to nurture them.

But the hour is late, and Mars is a cruel and impatient
master. If we are to have the military establishment that we
need to cope with an ever more treacherous global environ-
ment, we must rediscover the focus of the military profes-
sion and restore the heroic leader to the position of honor we
have traditionally accorded him.
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